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Dear Diane, 

and tSSS tfn 7 h ^ fl , W !“’ t aS far ° Ut a3 1 thoueht ‘ ^ difference between Richard 
and Martin is not helpful to you, the way things work. For Martin you are right to have 

concern about the character of representation. that might be available. However, you 
snould bear in mind an old lawayers' maxim that experience proves sound, he who has 

a f ° 01 for a client * 0ne y° u better is that pride goeth 
before the fall. D 0 n t fall. This is a pretty deep business, one not to be addre^ed 
in terms of ego or under the influence of emotion# 

In order to reply promptly, I'll have less time that I should. Basically, your 
***** to represent yourself rests in the Sffl Amendment, which guarantees ccuuisel of 
ctoico. As I understand the ways the courts have held, you have to bo do this before 

If ? a 1°?’ 1 8180 understand that it is common practise for courts 

to appoint counsel nonetheless, on the ground that the non-lawyer canM adequately 

i£3r\E evan lU ,\ dar ! l tand 1113 0Wn 1>ighta ‘ ^ recent case, in Gainesville, 
Florida, the judge did this and the accused simply ignored court-apnointed counsel, 

refusing to cooperate in any way. This is about the limit of what I can say in response 

in fl°hprl S3 ? m tZ fi0 ' 1 ' d 011(1 I' m ' n °t a lawyer. I do, however, feel you are 
in a bad situation, one in which you can t be dispassionate, and that you may be making 
a serious mistake# Yet there is so much 2 don^t know I'm limited in what I can say# 

So, all I can really do is remind you about the pointlessness of closing bam 

fH °^ 3 f af y 9r There are 80 “W things you should have told me and 

didn t. You still naven^t told me much about this deal. Some of it stretches a willing- 
ness to believe, li.-ce how much those gams of which I know enough will take. I don't 
know enough to peas what could be relevant. I do remember the ^ikon F and remember a 
Pine Streeter who tiled to buy it. % is in California now. Or was when last 1 hSrd 
irom him, some time ago 0 

Knowing as little as I do, all I can do is urge extreme caution. When we are 
personally involved our judgement is never dispassionate. I spare you a review of 
your judgements of the past and emphasize what applies to all, including experienced 
lawyers. Look how many the giant has, for one example. As a generality it is very 
unsafe. As a generality, technicalities that would be enough to walk the accused can 
go unrecognized. As a generality, cases are won and lost on technicalities. The law 
is a very technical thing. Lawyers have seen to it. 

Knowing as little as Xta and how fruitless earlier efforts to learn have been, 
guess there is little else I can now do except to wish you well. Which I do. 

Your spirits seem to be holding up. That is good. Keep me posted. 


Sincerely, 


Harold Weisberg 


(I type the name not as a formality but in case the ietter is censored, 
will know who wrote it.) 


so the censor 


